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-The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
THE REPLY FILED 16 February 2007 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

1. El The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1 ) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .31 ; or (3) 
a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must be filed within one of the following 
time periods: 

a) £3 The period for reply expires 3months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) CD The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later. In 

no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN 

TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1.136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension fee 
have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee 
under 37 CFR 1.17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as 
set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, 
may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. QThe Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41.37 must be filed within two months of the date of 

filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 41 .37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41 .37(e)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. Since 
a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41.37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. O The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) 0 They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) □ They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal; and/or 

(d) D They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . (See 37 CFR 1.116 and 41 .33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324). 

5. □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. □ Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling the 

non-allowable claim(s). 

7. □ For purposes of appeal, the proposed amendment(s): a) □ will not be entered, or b) □ will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: , 



Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence is necessary and 
was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1.1 16(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome all rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 41.33(d)(1). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

1 1 . □ The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 




12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08) Paper No(s). 

1 3. ^ Other: Applicant's Arguments are unpersuasive (See Attached) . 

SAM RIMELL 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
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(1) As per Applicant's assertion that "the Examiner did not cite which reference mentions that "Gonos provides a method wherein '[a] 
process is initiated when a determination is made that a particular dataset is going to be archived'," it is noted that Gonos, as duly noted 
by the Applicant, is the reference cited by the Examiner. 

(2) As per Applicant's assertion that the Examiner presents an "unsupported conclusion" and "has note cited any art that teaches, 
suggests or mentions the specific claim requirement of determining whether a retention rule is provided for a source file in response to a 
write request to such source file," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that the Office action date 15 November 2006 present 
that column 5, lines 37-40 of Gonos disclose Applicant's method step of "processing a request to write to a source file in a storage 
system." 

(3) As per Applicant's assertion that that column 21 , lines 43-46 of Crouse fails to teach or suggest that "the AR module 1 84 processes a 
retention rule or archival attributes in response to a write request to a source file," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant is once 
again directed to column 21 , lines 43-46 of Crouse which discloses a method wherein a determination is made "[i]f all selection criteria 
specified in the selection attributes are met by the file attributes and the file access information, that that remote file is eligible for archiving 
and/or removal." In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking 
references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 
(CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In this case, the combination of the disclosed 
inventions by both Gonos and Crouse would indeed disclose the process of a retention rule or archival attributes (i.e. using the selection 
criteria to determine whether a remote file is eligible for archiving and/or removal) in response to a write request to a source file (i.e. "[a] 
process is initiated when a determination is made that a particular dataset is going to be archived"). 

(4) As per Applicant's assertion that "Crouse teaches away from processing a retention rule for a file or archival attribute in response to a 
write request because . . . Crouse discusses archiving for space management, not in response to a write request," the Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. It is noted that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would clearly recognize that 
archiving is generally known and utilized within the art for space management purposes. Applicant's assertion that Crouse teaches away 
from process a retention rule for a file or archival attribute in response to a write request, it is noted once again that the Examiner has 
applied to cited prior art of Gonos with regards to the processing of the write request. Furthermore, it is noted that in Applicant's arguments 
against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based 
on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Wherein the method step of determining whether a retention rule is provided follows the method step of 
processing a request to write to a source file, said determination is responsive to the write request when the combination of the disclosed 
prior art is applied. 

(5) As per Applicant's assertion that cited column 20 of Crouse fails to "teach or suggest the claim requirement of determining a retention 
rule concerning the handling of versioned files," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant is directed to the aforementioned 
response and once again column 21 , lines 43-46 of Crouse which discloses a method wherein a determination is made "[i]f all selection 
criteria specified in the selection attributes are met by the file attributes and the file access information, that that remote file is eligible for 
archiving and/or removal." One of ordinary skill in the art would be able to correlate the determination of whether "[a] file is eligible for 
archiving" with the claimed write request. 

(6) As per Applicant's assertion that Hug fails to teach or suggest "that a versioned file name or file is generated when a retention rule is 
determined for a source file in response to a write request to that source file," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. As disclosed by Hug 
(i.e. "identification data preferable identifies the data and time the version was created, a version name associated with the version" 
(C6:L28-41)), one of ordinary skill in the art would been able to combine the teachings of Gonos and Hug such that "a version name 
associated with the version" may be added to "an archive index file." That is, while Gonos indeed does disclose the archival and deletion 
of database table rows, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the combination of Hug and Crouse would allow 
for the rows to contain file version information. By applying the processor's ability to apply decision logic and add rows to the archival 
index, as found in Gonos, one of ordinary skill in the art could then combine said ability with the "set of hierarchically selectable archival 
attributes selectively assigned to each remote file," as found in Crouse, and "the version name," as found in Hug, to create a method 
wherein a version name is added to a retention index file. 

(7) As per Applicant's assertion that "Crouse does not teach or suggest processing a retention index file to determine whether to purge 
files, such that a generated versioned.file name is added to the retention index file," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Applicant is again directed to apply the combination of the cited prior art as a whole wherein 
Crouse is cited to reference the use of a selection criteria in the determination of whether a remote file is eligible for archiving and/or 
removal. 

(8) As per Applicant's assertion that column 7 of Gonos fails to teach or suggest "deleting determined versioned file names of versioned 
files to purge from a retention file index," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co.; 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 
375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would be able to properly discern that the 
combined teachings of Gonos and Hug would provide a method of "deleting the determined versioned names from the retention index file." 
Applicant is directed to Gonos, wherein the following is disclosed: M [T]he decision logic may be that row is deleted from separate storage 
after a predetermined number of days since the row was moved to separate storage or after the archiving process has been performed for 
the dataset a predetermined number of times since the row was moved to a separate storage" (C7:L43-50). 
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By applying the processor's ability to apply decision logic and delete rows from the archival index, as found in Gonos, one of ordinary 
skill in the art could then combine said ability with the "set of hierarchically selectable archival attributes selectively assigned to each 
remote file," as found in Crouse, and "the version name," as found in Hug, to create a method wherein a version name is deleted from a 
retention index file. 

(9) As per Applicant's assertion that column 3 of Gonos fails to teach or suggest the method step of "applying a function to the source file 
pame to determine the retention index file," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 
375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would be able to properly discern that the 
combined teachings of Gonos and Howard would provide a method of "applying a function to the source file name to determine the 
retention index file." Applicant is directed to Gonos, wherein the following is disclosed: "Each version entry contains a hash code or 
digest that to a very high probability uniquely identifies the contents of a corresponding version of the file" (C3:L31-38); and "Each version 
entry in each journal file contains a site indicator field indicating which of the journal files for the other site has a copy of the entry" 
(C3:L56-59). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would be able to integrate the invention disclosed by 
Howard to provide a method wherein hash codes, identifying different versions of the files, are computed from the contents of the file and 
thereafter are used to determine the retention index file. As best understood by the Office, the recitation of "determining] the retention 
index file" would correlate with the method of tracking disclosed by Howard. That is, Howard discloses a method of tracking wherein 
"[e]ach version entry in each journal file contains a site indicator field indicating which of the journal files for the other sites has a copy of 
the entry" (C3:L55-58). While Howard provides a method wherein hash codes are computed from the contents of the file, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the contents of the source file would necessarily and inherently contain the name of the 
source file. Thus, under Howard, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been able to compute a hash code from (i.e. apply a function 
to) the source file name to determine the retention index file. 

(10) As per Applicant's assertion that "Reaching a cycle limit for a file does not teach or suggest multiple maximum numbers, i.e., cycle 
limits, of versioned files to maintain for multiple periods," the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Specifically, Applicant asserts that cited 
column 15 fails to "teach or suggest multiple time periods and maximum numbers, i.e., multiple cycle limits and life spans for once source 
file [since] the cited col. 15, only discusses one life span and limit number for one file." It is noted that column 15 of Crouse disclose that a 
Cycle Limit "[specifies the maximum number of cycles that can exist for the file." Accordingly, wherein multiple cycles and a various cycle 
life spans can be maintained for each of the versioned files, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would 
recognize that said disclosure would read up the method step "wherein the retention rule specifies multiple time periods and one 
maximum number for each time period to separately maintain versioned files for the source file for different time periods." That is, wherein 
each of the versioned files may have a different cycle limit and/or cycle life span, said versioned files for the source file would comprise of 
different time periods used in purging the necessary files. 

For the aforementioned reasons, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive and the rejection of claims 1-3, 14-16, 20-22, and 23-25 are 
sustained under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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